REMARKS 

( kmns 1-6, ( md 8-9 ate pending in the present application and stand rejected 
C laim 4 has been amended Hie b\amtner\ reconsideration ?s respectfully requested in 
\ie\\ of the foiiovuny iematks 

Am endin eat to the Specification 

Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's assertion that the amendment 
.fded on 7/24/2006 contains new matter The Examiner should note that a determination of 
"new matter" is not based solely on a lack of verbatim description, but rather, what is 
disclosed in the specification, claims, and drawings as a whole Here the amendments are 
fully supported by the original disclosure, including the specification, the claims and the 
drawings as a whole. 

The prior amendment to page 10. line 10- page I J, line 3 is not new matter because 
FIG 1 and more specifically, element 101 of FIG. 1, page 3, lines 15-20, and page 10, lines 
24-26 teaches a service engine having a queue manager which supports asynchronous 
requests based on a queue and a session manager which supports synchronous requests 
based on a session. It is generally known in the art, at the time of the invention, that a 
queue manager may manage one or more queues and a session manager may manage one 
or more sessions. Further, the originally filed claim 4 shows that asynchronized requests 
may be based on a queue and synchronized requests may be based on a session. This 
means that asynchronized requests are essentially managed by a queue and synchronized 
requests are essentially managed by a session. Accordingly, applicants assert that 
asynchronized requests managed by a queue and synchronized requests managed by a 
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session are fully supported by the disciosuie. in any event, applicants have amended the 
specification listed as the fu st amendment above, to clarify the corresponding 
management roles of the queue and session managers. 

With respect to the second proposed amendment, through a typographical error, 
lines 9-1 1 inadvertently referenced FIG 4 and lines 12-14 \md\ ertentiy referenced PIG 5. 
This is glaringly obvious by a quick examination of FtGSs 4 and 5, which clearly shows 
this error, and the above amendment is essentially a swapping of those lines This 
amendment also includes the replacement of "service abstraction layer (platfoim-service 
interface) with "service abstraction layer (service-platform interlace), which was 
previously objected to by the Examiner in paragraph 3. page 2 of the Hnal Office Action 
The Examiner objects to this change as an attempt to establish a relationship between 
service abstraction layer (SAL.) arid service-platform layer that nexer existed before. This 
is incorrect because such a relationship was always present. The term "service-platform 
interface" is present in FIG 4 as the title of FIG 4 and lines <)- 1 1 of the amended 
specification, as oiiginaily intended, states that PIG. 4 shows the Sen-ice Absti action 
Layer From this, one can clearly see that the terms \ser\ice' and "platform' were 
inadvertently swapped and the amendment merely aims to correct this error which is 
consistent with the scope of the disclosure 

The Examiner also objects to the previous amendment of page line l°-page if.*. 

line 2, as constituting new- matter. Specifically, the Examiner objects to the boided portion 

of the following statement: 

After getting the data from the back end ssstem through the platform kernel, the 
device gatewas then transforms an XML response returned by the platform 
kernel section into xt device readable page b\ transforming the XML response 
into a file format which is adapted foi the de\ ice and transforming among 
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communication psotocoh based on sen pi languages of (he device and sends the 
page to lilt. de\ ice o\ et the netwoik 

Ihks is mconect because the statement in Us entueft is fulls supported h\ 
\pphcant s specification The de s ice-platform interface is defined on page o, lines s>-i i of 
Applicant s specification to be the duac absti action Lncr which it-cones XML responses 
teturoed b\ the piadotm kernel section as lihisttated b\ the anew labeled \\H m FIG ! 
between the sen kc engine 1 0 1 ami the de\ ice abstiaetiou la\ er Fuitbei page °, lines i >>- 
22 of \pplteam s specification states the gateway is in the deuce abstiaetiou Ia\ei and 
transfix ms the pai>e (i e , XML page oi response) into a deuce loadable page 

hi am t-\et)t foi put poses ot cooperation -Applicants fune amended the 
specification, listed above as the third amendment, to directly include portions of text from 
claim 6. 

Claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 1 2, first paragraph, as failing to comply 

with the written description requirement In particular, on page ? of the- hnai Office 

Action Ihc f yammer states the ioilowmg 

{ \jppheants disclosure nesei descubes ' a deuce-plat fuun mtui face, lot aceepimg 
de\ tee iequests issued b\ de\ ices whonm said deuce requests ate in a de\ ice 
specific foi mat, tiansloi mmg the de> ice requests into Wii tequest and then 
sending the XMl retjuests to a platform Letnel section and transiotnung XML 
responses which ate returned b\ the platform kernel section into the de^ ice specific 
format . 

Again, the basks for this finding is enoneoush demed ft cm the LXaminct s 
mistaken belief that theie must be a vesbatim description between claims and disclosure to 
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satish 112 \\ 11 tten desuiptf on Howe-vet the specification is uholh iepiete with 
disclosure to support the subject mattt-i oj claim I 

I he deuce-platform interlace us de»cnbed on (page o lines 0-i j of Applicant's 
specification ) to be the de\ tee ahstuction ia\ et Page 2 lines 2 !~ page ^ line 2 state;? the 
dev tee ahsti action ia\ et accepts requests Lrom de\ tees and ti ansforms them into WO and 
then sends them to the kernel of the platfonrf and 1 tsanstorms the i espouse \\!L 
documents ftom the platform tnto a dexice specific fojmat lot presentation 1 Page ° Smes 
j l >-22 of \ppheanf s specification states that the de\ lee gatewa\ sits in the de\ ice 
abstt action ia\ t-i and that the de\ ice gakwas accepts requests ft cm a de^ tee o^ er a 
network piotocol and n ansforms the request into XML. and then sends the sequent to the 
platform kernel. 

So there is a disclosure of a device-platform interface accepting requests from a 
ik>v>t,e because the yateuas is tn the deuce absti action ia\et, \shsch ts defined as the 
deucf-pSatiotm t met lace \nd it ts implied that these d im' team's/^ are ut ade\h t 
Y't j c*/?c f<>tithit(\ e a format specific to that dc v tee > because the gatcwav is accepting 
teqtit-sts dueetK iivm the do tee \e\t theie is a di sciosuic of tnm\h»tmtia; de\ u <. 
icpte^fs nun \ Ml si because the s>ate\w ttansfornts the request into XML Next 
theie is. a disclosuse of the \,MI fe<f/fests to a plat lot m kemel \e< ta»i because the 

gate\\a\ sends the teuuest to the piatfotm kernel Furthei theie is a disclo,sute of 
tta>}\jo)mm£ \ ML ie\p<>n\e\ nlmh aie taw netl b\ the platfoim heifK'l set,u-)>i into the 
Je\i<.e \pet ifit fot mat m\\U t,page u ImeJH page H) lines l-i and page 2 line 25- 
page i hne 2 Speciftcaih, theicss i an an ov\ labeled *\\H which shows XML 
requests being transferred from the service engine (defined on page .10, lines 15-16 to be 
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petit oi flit, pjfitiunn kernel > to the D U 1 millet pa^e °, line 2^ pa^e JO Sines 1-^ 
discloses after getting the data fiom the platform l-einef the yatewax tiansfosms a paae 
into a deuce icadahle page to be sent t<> the deuce In addition paac 2, lines 21- page \ 
fine 2 discloses that the deuce abstt action la\er tiansformt. tesponse WJl documents 
Horn the platform into a dexiee specific fouu.it 

\ecordingl\ smce fheie is suppoit m \ppheant s specification tot the above claim 
language the !12 t ejection fot daim i should he te\etsed 

{ laiin 4 has been amended to tesioie flit, claim as otigtnails filed 1 he specification 
has been amended to uddiess the. 1 12 rejection and is listed as the fust amendment ubox e 

Claim Rejections - §1 02 

Claims .1-2, 4, 6, and 8-9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 as being anticipated 
bv I omolh Applicants respectful K submit that at the \er\ least, Lonroth is legailv 
deticient to establish a prima facte case of antici|iatton against claim 1 1 specifieall\ 
1 owoth does- not teach or suggest a nhtfjorm kernel section joi uuatttgmg user 
tnfot motion, device tnf<» mt/ion and set vice information, as essentialK recited itttci alia, in 
ciasm i. 

The Fxamimr states that f omoth teaches a platform kernel section tor managing 
use/ injormanon. devue uijoi motion and semce infos motion on coi b, line J-coi ~" hne 
>o It is respectful K reminded that the i-\arwnet has the butden to establish anticipation 
bv showinu how Lonroth discloses each and cvm limitation in the claims 1 he \ \ammer 
has recited oxer a hundred lines of text without any anal s sis of the claims 
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ii is not the -Applicant's butden to show win ! omoth does not autKipale the 
claims In an\ e\ent. it is icspectfuih submitted that Lvimi net s characterization of the 
teachings of Lonroth is misplaced I he cited lines teach an KML proeessoi 242 So it us 
assumed that the Fvnmner it. suggesting the cited lines teach the \MI ptocessoi 242 to be 
thepLufofm kernel section ioi managing uset deuce, and ser\ ice information [lowe^ei 
thus is not correct because eoi <>, lines 1-8 teaches that the puipose of the XML psocessor 
242 is to recene SAIL request documents horn the \Ml pteptocessot 24t* patst- the 
document, and it,soht umusoKed links it encountus U\ making trails tlnottgh one ot more 
XML yate\\a\ s Pheie is simpl\ no mention in the uted lines of the management of uses 
de\ ice, or .service information Hiither, Applicants can not find am thing in Lonroth which 
is equal t<> oi equivalent to a platform kernel section fos managing usct deuct, and sen ice 
information. 

In addition, 1 ouioth does not teach oi suggest, a plaffo/m UttK't sLxifun pioMtlmv; 
I'm of i> sx/hiirow^Jamh/}! ct\ukh}<»t!:<.(j sen/n ^n^ifw as essemiaih tecitcd //>'<v 
atta, m claim t flit, Lxammei states [ omoih teaches Aphtifotm hatk j i st>< tiu>t pto\iJmg 
one v] o \\nJttomzt.d and an awntfaomzed ^m/u ingifk in the same hundred plus lmes 
that was picuously cited as disclosing a platfoim kernel section fen managing u»ei, device 
rftid sct\ n.0 infonndtion, namek col o, line !~ col 7, line >o Houevu, this is not cornet 
because thete is no mention in the uied lines or elsewhere in Lonroth of a platform Let net 
pjosidmg one of a synchronized and assnchiomzed sen see engine 

Accoidmgh for at least the icasons above, and those of the puoi \ppeal brief 
1 omoth dots not anticipate claim 1 Moteoser, chums 2 A h and 8-° art patentable over 
Lonroth at least by virtue of their dependence from claim I. 
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Claims 3 and 5 stand rejected under i c I S C iO.?<a) as beina unpatentable o\ ei 
I onnnh At the very least, eiatrns > and 5 are patentable because thc\ depend from claim 
1 . winch is not anticipated b\ 1 onroth ibi die seasons stated atxne -\ddtnonai!> 
Applicants submit that Lonroih is patentable tor tbc reasons presented in the prior -Appeal 
brief. 

Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing remarks, it is respectfully submitted that all the claims 
now pending in the application are in condition for allowance. Early and favorable 
reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted. 

By: 

Prank DeRosa 
Reg No 43,584 
Attorney for Applicants 

r a hi & Assoc iai i:s, llc 

no \\oodhui\ Road 
Woodhurs New Yoik i i7«»" 
(Aiephone { ^ i o > o02-«SSS 
Facsimile {s lo) (^02-8880 
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